Les auteurs de cet article examinent le rô le des multinationales et de la réaffectation des ressources dans la croissance de la productivité du secteur manufacturier canadien durant la période [2001][2002][2003][2004][2005][2006][2007][2008][2009][2010]. Les résultats montrent que, durant cette période, la contribution des entreprises sous contrô le étranger à la croissance globale de la productivité a été plus importante que celle des entreprises sous contrô le canadien ; la contribution des entreprises sous contrô le étranger a toutefois baissé après 2006 en raison de l'augmentation du nombre de sorties du marché de grandes entreprises sous contrô le étranger. Après 2006, la restructuration du secteur manufacturier s'est ainsi intensifiée. Il y a eu une hausse de la réaffectation des ressources vers les entreprises plus productives, et une hausse de la réaffectation de la main-d'oeuvre vers les industries à plus forte intensité de capital et d'intrants intermédiaires. L'effet des nouvelles entreprises ayant remplacé celles qui avaient quitté le marché a également augmenté après 2006, surtout parce que l'effet des entreprises sous contrô le canadien ayant remplacé des entreprises ayant quitté le marché a augmenté, alors que l'effet de l'arrivée et du départ d'entreprises sous contrô le étranger a baissé. Cependant, les effets favorables de la réaffectation des ressources sur la croissance de la productivité de la main-d'oeuvre ont été contrebalancés par l'effet défavorable de la réaffectation de la main-d'oeuvre vers les entreprises à moins forte intensité de capital et d'intrants intermédiaires dans les mêmes industries. Enfin, les résultats montrent que la baisse de la croissance de la productivité de la main-d'oeuvre après 2006 est en partie due à la baisse de la contribution des entreprises sous contrô le étranger à la productivité, le nombre d'entreprises sous contrô le étranger étant larges et parmi les plus productives qui ont quitté le marché ayant augmenté.
Introduction
Output and productivity growth in Canadian manufacturing was slower in the 2000s than in the 1990s. The real output in the sector declined, in contrast to an overall increase in output in the business sector (Clarke and Couture 2017) . In particular, output fell rapidly during the 2007-2009 crisis and had yet to return to its 2006 peak as of 2015. Meanwhile, foreign-controlled firms declined in their market share (Baldwin and Li 2017) .
At issue is the extent to which the challenges facing Canadian manufacturing in the post-2000 period affect aggregate productivity growth and the channels through which productivity growth is affected. To understand the determinants of productivity growth and to develop policies that could facilitate such growth, numerous studies have examined the importance of foreign ownership and resource reallocation among incumbents and from entry and exit in aggregate productivity growth (e.g., Baldwin and Gu 2005) . 1 Yet these studies have mainly focused on the period before the most recent crisis.
This article examines the role of multinationals and reallocation in productivity growth in the Canadian manufacturing sector in [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] . It contributes to the literature on several fronts. First, it complements the literature by examining productivity growth at the firm level while extending the analysis to the most recent years. Moreover, the article examines whether the decline in productivity growth during the second half of the 2000s was associated with changes in the effect of reallocation and the role of foreign multinationals in aggregate productivity growth.
Second, the article makes a distinction between reallocation between firms in the same industry and reallocation between industries. Reallocation between industries tends to generate more benefits for industries with comparative advantages than for those with comparative disadvantages (Bernard, Redding, and Schott 2007) . This article takes into account such industry heterogeneity. The article further decomposes the effect of reallocation on aggregate labour productivity growth into its effect on the two main components of labour productivity growth: multifactor productivity (MFP) growth and input deepening. When resources are reallocated to firms that are more productive, the reallocation makes a positive contribution to MFP growth and labour productivity growth. By contrast, when labour is reallocated to those firms that are more capital and intermediate input intensive, the reallocation makes a positive contribution to capital and intermediate input deepening and thus to overall labour productivity growth.
Finally, the article improves on previous studies by using a direct measure of capital input. In most existing studies, proxies for capital stock are used because of the lack of data. These proxies range from the cost of fuel and electricity consumption, capital income, to the estimates of capital derived from allocating the industrylevel capital stock among firms in the industry.
A direct measure of capital stock will provide a better understanding of several issues related to the source of labour productivity growth. First, it allows us to better understand the role of investment and capital in labour productivity growth and to examine the relative importance of domestic and foreign capital formation in aggregate labour productivity growth.
Second, a direct measure of capital stock can be used to construct an improved measure of capacity utilization and to investigate its effect on productivity growth. Excess capacity is an important factor in explaining the post-2000 slowdown in manufacturing productivity (Baldwin, Gu, and Yan 2013) . A measure of excess capacity is based on the ratio of capital used for production to capital available for production. The direct measure of capital stock available for production in this article allows for an improved measure of capacity utilization.
The rest of the article is organized as follows. The next section presents the empirical framework for the analysis. The third section describes data sources and variable construction, and the fourth presents empirical results. The final section presents the conclusions.
Empirical Framework
This article follows Baldwin et al. (2013) and extends the standard growth accounting and growth decomposition of Jorgenson, Ho, and Stiroh (2005) to the analysis at the firm level. Specifically, the article decomposes changes in labour productivity into three components: (a) withinfirm growth, including the effects of scale economies, capacity utilization, technological progress, capital deepening, and intermediate input deepening; (b) the betweenfirm reallocation effect; and (c) the effect of entry and exit. The between-firm reallocation makes a positive contribution to aggregate labour productivity growth when inputs are reallocated to firms with high relative productivity and high relative input intensities. The effect of entry and exit is positive if entrants are more productive than exitors.
This article differs from Baldwin et al. (2013) in two aspects. First, it extends the analysis to a more recent period to examine whether there are changes in the effect of reallocation and multinationals in productivity growth in the manufacturing sector after 2006 when output declined. Second, it makes a distinction between the effect of reallocation between firms within industries and the effect of reallocation between industries. The traditional trade theories focus on comparative advantages and interindustry specialization as the main source of aggregate productivity growth and welfare improvement. The more recent trade literature emphasizes the effect of between-firm reallocation within industries as a source of productivity growth and welfare change (Melitz 2003) . The results in this article provide an assessment of the role of within-versus between-industry reallocation in aggregate productivity growth.
Firm i is assumed to have a production function that is characterized by increasing returns to scale. Gross output Y for firm i is expressed as
where K i , L i , and M i denote capital, labour, and intermediate inputs; K i , L i , and M i are unobserved utilization rates of those inputs; and T i is technology index. Changes in gross output can be expressed as a weighted sum of changes in inputs, changes in utilization of inputs, and technological progress (Basu and Fernald 2001; Hall 1990 ):
where Á ln X i is the cost-weighted sum of changes in capital, labour, and intermediate inputs, and Á ln i is the cost-weighted sum of changes in the utilization of the inputs, where the two-period average cost shares of capital, labour, and intermediate inputs ("
) are used as weights. l i denotes the mark-up, which equals the return to scale if economic profit is zero under monopolistic competition. e i denotes the effect of changes in capacity utilization on output growth. Labour productivity growth for firm i is calculated as the difference in growth in gross output and growth in labour: Á ln LP i ¼ Á ln Y i À Á ln L i . Using Equation (2), we can write labour productivity growth for firm i as
Labour productivity growth in firms is related to aggregate labour productivity growth from the production possibility frontier approach (Jorgenson et al. 2005) . According to that approach, aggregate gross output is a Tornqvist aggregation of gross output of individual firms: The within-firm effect (the first three row) measures the direct contribution of labour productivity growth occurring at the firms that includes the effects of scale economies, variable input utilization, MFP growth, and capital and intermediate input deepening. The betweenfirm effect measures the effect of reallocation on MFP growth (the next three rows) and on capital and intermediate input deepening (the last two rows). The effect of reallocation on MFP growth is positive when inputs shift toward firms with higher input prices or higher marginal productivity.
To understand the effect of reallocation on input deepening shown in the last two rows of Equation (5), we rewrite the effect of reallocation on input deepening as
where " w j is the share of industry j in total manufacturing output; " a K j is the share of capital costs in total input costs of industry j; " w K ij is the share of firm i in aggregate capital costs of industry j; " w K j is the share of industry j in capital costs of aggregate manufacturing sector; and K j is capital stock in industry j. The first term captures the effect of the reallocation of capital on MFP growth between firms in the same industry, and the second term captures the effect of reallocation on MFP growth between industries.
The decomposition in Equations (5) and (7) can be extended to distinguish contributions by foreign-and domestically controlled enterprises and to estimate the effect of entry and exit (Baldwin et al. 2013) . Because inputs and output are only observed at the end of the period for entrants and at the start of the period for exitors, growth rates cannot be calculated for entrants and exitors for a given period. To estimate the effect of entrants and exitors, we assume that there exists a hypothetical firm whose initial inputs and output equal those of exiting firms at the start of the period and whose inputs and output at the end of period equal those of entrants at the end of period. In this formulation, the contribution of entry and exit to aggregate labour productivity growth is estimated as the difference between the average labour productivity of the entry at the end of a period and that of the exit at the start of the period, multiplied by their average shares in aggregate output. 2 
Source of Data and Construction of Variables

Data Source
The data set for the analysis is obtained from linking the Annual Survey of Manufacturers (ASM) of Statistics Canada with the T2 Corporate Income Tax Returns from the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA). The ASM provides information on output, intermediates, and labour by establishment. The T2 file includes the General Index of Financial Information (GIFI) that businesses file with their tax returns. For each business in Canada identified by business number (BN), this cross-sectional GIFI file tracks its stock of tangible assets each year beginning in 2000.
The target population in the GIFI file is all incorporated businesses in Canada that filed a T2 with the CRA between 2001 and 2010. 3 To construct a longitudinal file, the ASM and GIFI are linked using BNs and aggregated to the enterprise level. Enterprise is thus our definition of firm and is used interchangeably throughout the remainder of the article. 4 The data set is also restricted to enterprises that report positive and non-missing data on output, payroll, intermediate inputs, and tangible assets. 5 In this article, we make a distinction between domestically and foreign-controlled enterprises. Between 2000 and 2010, an enterprise in the ASM is classified as foreign control if more than 50 percent of voting share is held, directly or indirectly, by a foreign group or corporation, except for 2000 to 2007. For that period, effective control was used if the 50-plus-one rule could not be derived. For the analysis in the article, we define country of control for a firm in a period as its country of control at the end of the examined period.
Variable Construction
The variables for the analysis include gross output, intermediate input, labour input, capital input, and the utilization of capital. Data on gross output, intermediates, and employment are obtained from the ASM, and data on capital stock are obtained from the GIFI file. Gross output is total shipments of goods of own manufacture and excludes purchases for resale or non-operating revenues. Intermediate inputs include the costs of raw materials and energy consumption but exclude the costs of service inputs. Employment measures the number of workers, including production and non-production employees. The cost of labour consists of wages for production workers and salaries for non-production workers.
Capital stock is measured as the stock of tangible assets, including land and building, depletable assets, machinery, equipment, furniture and fixtures, capital lease, and other engineering or tangible capital assets. Capital income is derived residually as the difference between output and the sum of labour and intermediate input costs.
The variables in current dollars are converted to 2007 constant dollars using the industry-specific deflators from Statistics Canada's Productivity Accounts.
Capacity utilization is commonly defined by statistical agencies as the ratio of actual to potential output. However, that measure is not the measure that can be used to adjust MFP growth for changes in capacity utilization. The correct measure for such purposes is the ratio of capital used in production to capital available for production, which can be estimated as the ratio of ex post to ex ante returns to capital. This non-parametric measure was first introduced by Berndt and Fuss (1986) and was further developed by Gu and Wang (2013) . A challenge in implementing this procedure is to estimate the ex ante return to capital because it is not observed. Assuming that the ex ante rate of return is constant, the ratio of ex post capital income to capital stock provides a measure of capacity utilization that is used to adjust MFP growth for changes in capacity utilization.
Empirical Results
This section first examines differences between foreignand domestically controlled firms, with a focus on input mix, growth in output, inputs and productivity, rates of entry and exit, and capacity utilization. It then presents the results from estimating Equation (2) and carrying out the productivity decomposition. The results are presented for total manufacturing and 16 manufacturing industries.
Relative Performance of Foreign-and Domestically Controlled Firms The share in the number of enterprises under foreign control was generally small in the manufacturing industries. The industries in which foreign-controlled firms accounted for more than 10 percent of the number of firms were petroleum, coal, and chemicals; primary metals; and pulp and paper.
Despite their small number, foreign-controlled firms produced half or more than half of gross output in six industries: pulp and paper (52.7 percent); petroleum, coal, and chemicals (60.4 percent); non-metallic mineral products (50.0 percent); primary metals (75.7 percent); electrical equipment (57.9 percent); and transportation (61.9 percent).
The industry presence of foreign-controlled firms differs from that of domestically controlled firms, as shown in Table 2 . For domestically controlled firms, the four most important industries were food, beverage, and tobacco; petroleum, coal, and chemicals; fabricated metals; and transportation. Those four industries accounted for 52.7 percent of total output by domestically controlled firms. By contrast, foreign-controlled firms are mainly located in transportation equipment, followed by petroleum, coal, and chemicals; primary metals; and food, beverage, and tobacco. À11.6 À13.7 À10.5 À7.8 2.1 À11.5 À13.5 À10.4 À8.1 2.0 À12.7 À16.1 À11.6 À6.7 3.5
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The average rates of growth in output, inputs, and labour productivity are summarized in Table 4 . For 2001-2010, gross output, capital, labour, and intermediate inputs declined in almost all manufacturing industries. Labour productivity increased in most manufacturing industries because the decline in labour input is faster than the decline in gross output. Output, labour, and intermediate inputs declined for both domestically and foreign-controlled firms for 2001-2010, but the decline was much faster for foreigncontrolled firms than for domestically controlled firms. As a result, the share of foreign-controlled firms in gross output and labour declined over that period.
Capital stock increased for foreign-controlled firms, whereas it declined for domestically controlled firms. The large increase in capital stock in the foreign-controlled firms occurred in food, beverage, and tobacco; printing; non-metallic mineral products; and miscellaneous industries. The large decline in capital stock in domestically controlled firms occurred in textiles, leather, and apparel; petroleum, coal, and chemicals; computer and electronic products; and transportation equipment.
Labour productivity increased for both foreign-and domestically controlled firms for 2001-2010. The increase was faster for foreign-controlled firms. It increased at 1.7 percent per year for the foreign-controlled firms, compared with 1.4 percent per year in the domestically controlled firms.
Capacity utilization
Average annual changes in capacity utilization are summarized in Table 5 . For total manufacturing, capacity utilization declined at 2.0 percent per year, a result of a 4.6 percent decline in the foreign-controlled sector and a 0.5 percent increase in the domestically controlled sector.
The deterioration in capacity was much larger over 2001-2006 when capacity utilization declined in both foreign-and domestically controlled sectors. This decline occurred as a result of the early 2000 recession in the United States and the appreciation of Canadian dollars during that period. The domestically controlled sector has since recovered, whereas the foreign-controlled sector continue to experience a decline in capacity utilization. Tables 6 and 7 Over 2001-2010, exit rates were generally higher than entry rates in both domestically and foreign-controlled firms (Table 6 ). Historically, entry and exit rates are similar in manufacturing industries (Baldwin and Gu 2006). The low entry rates relative to exit rates in recent years may suggest a decline in the rate of innovation and knowledge-based capital that could be potentially gained via new ideas from entrants (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD] 2015) . Entry and exit rates were generally lower in the foreign-controlled sector than in the domestically controlled sector. The shares of entrants and exitors in number of firms, output, and inputs were lower in the foreign-controlled sector than in the domestically controlled sector. Table 7 shows that entry and exit rates increased after 2006, with the exception of the exit rates for domestically controlled enterprises. Moreover, entrants and exitors were larger and more productive for 2006-2010 compared with entrants and exitors in [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] . The increases were more pronounced among foreign entrants and exitors. Foreign entrants and exitors were considerably less productive than foreign incumbents in [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] , and they were more productive than foreign incumbents in 2006-2010. 
Entry and exit rates
Parameterization
This section estimates the scale economies and the effect of capital utilization that are required for the decomposition outlined by Equation (2). 7 The estimation equation is
where l ¼ â 1 and ê ¼ â 2 . We estimate Equation (8) using a sample of continuing enterprises between 2001 and 2010 and using both ordinary least squares (OLS) and quantile regressions. The OLS estimation assumes that the error term e i is normally distributed. However, the distribution of the growth rates of output and inputs differ from the normal distribution, because it has heavier tails and likely follows a Laplace distribution. Consequently, we choose the quantile regression as our preferred method. Quantile estimators are appropriate when there are Laplace errors arising from asymmetric distribution with heavy tails and the estimators are also robust to outliers. We include industry-fixed effects to control for the differences in productivity growth across industries. To examine the difference in productivity contribution of foreign-and domestically controlled enterprises, we estimate the equation separately for domestically and foreign-controlled continuers. We present three sets of estimates in Table 8 : one for all enterprises, one for domestically controlled enterprises, and one for foreigncontrolled enterprises.
The estimated coefficients on the input and capacity utilization variables are positive and statistically significant. The estimates from quantile regression, however, differ from the OLS estimates. We focus on the estimates from the quantile regression, which are robust to outliers and are more appropriate when errors are Laplace.
Returns to scale
In all three sets of regressions, the estimated coefficient on the cost-weighted input variable, DlnX, is close to one. The null hypothesis of constant return to scale cannot be rejected at p < .01, suggesting that the production process in the manufacturing sector is best characterized as constant returns to scale. This also holds true for domestically and foreign-controlled enterprises. The estimates on return to scale are consistent with Baldwin et al. (2013) , which uses different measures of output and capital stock. 8
Effects of capacity utilization
The estimated coefficient on capacity utilization is 0.235 using all continuing enterprises. A 1 percent increase in capacity utilization is associated with about a quarter of a percent increase in gross output and productivity. Consequently, the decline observed in capacity utilization post-2001 contributed to a decline in gross output and productivity over the period.
The estimated coefficients on capacity utilization are larger for foreign-controlled enterprises than for their domestic counterparts. Because capacity utilization improves in an economic boom, ceteris paribus, foreigncontrolled enterprises translate such improvement into a greater increase in production than domestically controlled enterprises. Because multinationals are highly integrated in the global value chain, they benefit from their global connections with suppliers and customers, comparative advantages in host countries, and lower trade barriers (OECD 2015) . As a result of this integration, economic conditions may have a magnified impact on the production of multinationals, compared with companies operating locally.
Decomposition Results
This section examines the sources of aggregate productivity growth in Canadian manufacturing using the decomposition outlined in Equations (5) and (7). We first focus on 2001-2010. We then divide it into two periods, 2001-2006 and 2006-2010 , to examine whether changes occurred in the sources of productivity growth after 2006.
Sources of labour productivity growth in 2001-2010
Column 2 in Table 9 presents the decomposition results for [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] . Over that period, aggregate labour productivity rose at 1.4 percent per year. Productivity growth taking place within firms accounted for 1.1 percentage points, or about 80 percent of the aggregate labour productivity growth. The effect of reallocation among incumbents and from net entry contributed to 0.2 percentage points or 20 percent of the aggregate labour productivity growth.
Labour productivity growth within firms is mostly due to the effect of capital and intermediate input deepening. There is little MFP growth among firms. The decline in capacity utilization led to a 0.2 percentage points decline in aggregate labour productivity growth. The effect of reallocation between incumbents contributed 0.2 percentage points to aggregate labour productivity growth. The effect was mostly due to the positive effect of the reallocation of labour between industries on aggregate capital and intermediate input deepening, which contributed 0.3 percentage points to aggregate labour productivity growth. In contrast, the reallocation of labour between firms within the same industries lowered aggregate input deepening and contributed negatively to aggregate labour productivity growth. The results suggest that the reallocation of labour between industries differs from the reallocation of labour between firms within the same industries. Employment shifted toward industries that have high relative capital and intermediate input intensities, while within the same industries employment shifted toward firms with lower relative capital and intermediate input intensities.
The effect of net entry contributed to 0.1 percentage points, or about 10 percent of the aggregate labour productivity growth over 2001-2010. The positive contribution is a result of the relatively higher productivity of entrants compared with that of exitors in that period (Table 6 ). The effect of reallocation on aggregate labour productivity growth increased after 2006. The effect of reallocation across firms increased from 0.1 percentage points to Restructuring and reallocation in the manufacturing sector intensified after 2006, some of which contributed positively to labour productivity growth, other of which contributed negatively to labour productivity growth.
For 2006-2010, there is an increase in reallocation toward enterprises that are more productive and an increase in reallocation of labour toward industries that are more capital and intermediate input intensive, which contributed positively to aggregate labour productivity growth through their positive effects on MFP growth and input deepening. The decomposition results in Table  9 show that the reallocation of capital toward firms that are more productive contributed 0.6 percentage points per year to aggregate labour productivity growth over 2006-2010. The reallocation of labour to industries that are more capital and intermediate input intensive contributed 1.1 percentage points to aggregate input deepening effect and aggregate labour productivity growth. 9 The effect of new enterprises displacing exitors also increased after 2006.
Offsetting the positive effects of reallocation is the effect of reallocation of labour between firms within the same industries. There is reallocation of labour toward firms with lower relative capital and intermediate input intensities, which contributed À1.5 percentage points to the aggregate input deepening effect and aggregate labour productivity growth.
Contribution of foreign-and domestically controlled firms to labour productivity growth Table 10 presents the contribution of foreign and domestically controlled firms to aggregate labour productivity growth. We focus on the direct contribution and the effect of net entry and do not decompose the reallocation effect among incumbents into contributions of different types of firms because such decomposition relies on strong assumptions of the reallocation process (Baldwin 1995; Reinsdorf 2015) .
Foreign-controlled firms were more important than their domestic counterparts in overall labour productivity growth for [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] . For that period, foreign-controlled firms contributed 0.7 percentage points per year to overall labour productivity growth, whereas domestically controlled firms contributed 0.5 percentage points per year to overall labour productivity growth.
The contribution of both foreign-and domestically controlled firms declined after 2006, but the decline was larger for foreign-controlled firms. As a result, the contribution of foreign-controlled firms to aggregate labour productivity growth was smaller than the contribution of domestically controlled firms after 2006. In fact, foreigncontrolled firms contributed little to aggregate labour productivity growth in 2006-2010. The large decline in the productivity contribution of foreign-controlled firms in the period after 2006 is a result of a decline in the contribution of foreign entry and exit in that period. Entry and exit of foreign-controlled firms reduced aggregate labour productivity growth by 0.5 percentage points in 2006-2010. The negative contribution of foreign entry and exit in that period was due to an increase in the exits of relatively large and productive foreign-controlled firms, compared with foreign-controlled entrants in individual manufacturing industries over that period.
The factors explaining the decline in the contribution of foreign-controlled firms to productivity and output in the Canadian manufacturing sector should be the focus of future research. The potential factors affecting the decision of multinationals to locate in Canada include labour costs, business environment, human capital endowment, and trade barriers (Wang 2014) .
Conclusions
The article examines the role of multinationals and reallocation in productivity growth in the Canadian manufacturing sector for 2001-2010. The article finds that foreign-controlled firms were more important than domestically controlled firms in overall labour productivity growth for 2001-2010, but the contribution of foreigncontrolled enterprises declined after 2006 as a result of an increase in the exits of large and productive foreigncontrolled firms in that period. The reallocation in the manufacturing sector intensified after 2006, some of which contributed positively to labour productivity growth, and other of which contributed negatively to labour productivity growth. During that period, there is an increase in reallocation to enterprises that are more productive and there is also an increase in reallocation of labour to industries that are more capital and intermediate input intensive, which contributed positively to aggregate labour productivity growth through their positive effects on MFP growth and input deepening. The effect of new enterprises displacing exitors also increased after 2006, mostly as a result of the increase in the effect of domestic entrants displacing exitors while the effect of foreign entry and exit declined.
Offsetting those positive effects of reallocation is the negative effect of reallocation of labour between firms within the same industries. There is a shift of employment toward the firms with lower relative capital and intermediate intensities, which contributed negatively to aggregate input deepening and aggregate labour productivity growth.
Finally, the article finds that the decline in labour productivity growth in the manufacturing sector after 2006 was partly due to a decline in the productivity contribution of foreign entry and exit as a result of the exit of large and productive foreign-controlled firms. The decline in labour productivity growth within domestically controlled firms also contributed to the decline in overall labour productivity growth in the manufacturing sector after 2006.
The contribution of both foreign-and domestically controlled firms declined after 2006, but the decline was larger for foreign-controlled firms than for domestically controlled firms. In fact, foreign-controlled firms made little contribution to aggregate labour productivity growth during 2006-2010. The large decline in the productivity contribution of foreign-controlled firms in the period after 2006 is found to be a result of a decline in the contribution of foreign entry and exit in that period.
